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Planning & Development Committee
October 22, 2014 — 5:30 p.m.
1 FI. Council Committee Room — City Hall
-Minutes-

Present: Chair, Councilor Greg Verga; Vice Chair, Councilor Paul Lundberg; Councilor Steven LeBlanc
Absent: None.

Also Present: Councilor McGeary; Salvatore DiStefano; Suzanne Egan; Tom Daniel; Police Chief Leonard
Campanello; Fire Chief Eric Smith; Assistant Fire Chief Aiello

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. Matters were taken out of order.

1. Special Events Application: Request to hold the Gloucester Christmas Parade and Tree Lighting on
November 30, 2014

Joseph Ciolino, Christmas Parade and Tree Lighting organizer and former City Councilor, and Ringo Tarr,
reviewed with the Committee that the Special Events Advisory Committee had approved their plans under one
Special Event Permit, although two separate organizations, which remain unchanged from previous years, for the
Christmas parade and Christmas tree lighting on Sunday, November 30 with a rain date of Sunday, December 7.
This is the 33 year, and the combined event is covered under the city’s insurance policy. Mr. Tarr reiterated that
all plans are the same as in previous years.

Councilor Verga confirmed the receipt of a memo from the CAO in April advising of the insurance coverage.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor LeBlanc, seconded by Councilor Lundberg, the Planning &
Development Committee 3 voted 0 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend that the City Council permit the
Downtown Gloucester Christmas Parade and Tree Lighting from 3 pm to 6 pm on Sunday, November 30,
2014 with a rain date of Sunday, December 7, 2014. Sign offs from the Fire and Police Departments are to be
on file as well as written documentation of the parade route in the City Clerk’s Office and proof of insurance
coverage as a sanctioned event by the City of Gloucester, which falls under the City’s General Liability
Insurance.

2. Memorandum from Administration re: Options for the Fuller property RFP (Cont’d from 10/08/14)
A. Response Time Studies: “Police Zone Review” and “Evaluation of Relocation of Fire Headquarters
(Item #1 requested P&D Committee of the Administration out of its 10/08/14 meeting)

Sal DiStefano, CAO, noted that the Response Time studies revealed that response times were a wash when
compared to responses from the center of the city.

Police Chief Leonard Campanello said that moving the Police Station to the Fuller site not have a huge effect
on the Police Department because they are a fluid agency — wherever their building is their police cruisers will go to
wherever they are assigned. The study indicated a few small recommendations for zone reviews only.

Councilor Verga asked how much walk-in traffic did the department because if headquarters weren’t
downtown that foot traffic may slow. Chief Campanello said in winter there is little foot traffic but in the summer
they average 10 to 20 people could come in to report an accident or for general information and based on financial
outlooks of budget and what power issues, he said he didn’t see a huge difference than what is in the report.

Fire Chief Eric Smith also said there is not a huge change in response times once they get past the 4.5 minute
mark, and that once past it, they are covering the community in the downtown. By moving the station (to the Fuller
Site) is adding response time, whether it is moved three blocks or three miles there will be an effect. The overall
picture is what the feasibility of staying in Central Station and its functionality. He pointed out that the ladder truck
in order to pull out, back up and then take a hitch turn to get onto the street. The department has outgrown the
building which is not functional to the department’s needs. He noted that the public interaction is difficult accessing
the building, he added. There isn’t a lot of open space to move the department to within the city — the options are
limited unless there is property taken for that purpose, he suggested. He spoke about shaving time off of responses
by up to 30 seconds or possibly more if there was a truly centralized dispatch for the city’s emergency services, and
could be a cost savings, not just time savings.

Councilor Lundberg said there is the issue of upgrading the stations and maybe centralizing them which is a
separate discussion on where they would be located. The city has studies about whether locating at the Fuller site
would be a good idea with the response times a wash which leaves the issue of the necessity of looking at facilities
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for particular for fire and now and when it is done. Councilor Verga said that spoke to the comments made by
Councilor McGeary of the knock on effect. He asked if there were plans to incorporate the Emergency Operations
Center (EOC) into a new public safety center. Chief Smith said that there has been a space needs analysis for the
project, and the EOC with a dual purpose training room would be included in combined building near the public
entrance so other functions can take advantage of that space as well. Everything they need as a department would be
incorporated into the new public safety building, as well as a 6 position dispatch center with space for a supervisor
and adequate space for IT.

Councilor Verga commented that the size limitations of Central Station have impacted the purchase of
firefighting apparatus. Chief Smith said when purchasing trucks the department tries to keep them as small as
possible because of the streets and the building, but if they want a 100 ft. elevation ladder which comes on a chassis
of 40-50 feet long there is no getting away from it. Not only has the apparatus outgrown the building, but the
firefighting equipment has outgrown the building with the advent of new air packs and compressor systems just to
name a few, he pointed out. With the interaction with the public, they don’t have any appropriate space at Central
Station. He said has no meeting room in order to conduct professional business there. He commented that there is
very little available land in the city for building such a combined emergency services center and that it may be that
the city would have to look to take some land by eminent domain if the Fuller site would not be used. Councilor
Verga noted that the city isn’t ready to pull the trigger on building the new combined public safety building. He
commented that s no land has been taken by eminent domain for such purposes as building a public building to his
knowledge. He suggested that the Central Station was built around the time of the horse and buggy era.

Councilor LeBlanc said his concern was Grant Circle with traffic bottlenecks if coming from Blackburn with
fire apparatus especially if the pedestrian warning light is on with a pedestrian is in the crosswalk when there is a
call. Chief Smith noted along with Councilor Verga that they deal with that situation now at different times of
day whether responding to a fire call or a medical call with the ambulance transporting to the hospital. Councilor
Verga noted that the city isn’t ready to pull the trigger on a new combined public safety building. He commented
that the city has not taken any land by eminent domain for a very long time.

Councilor McGeary said as they look at the Fuller site, the first decision has to be made on what are they
going to do about the safety building, because it impacts other sites and has to be a priority as they look at an RFP
for the Fuller site. Before an RFP is issued, they have to make up their minds what they’re going to do about the
public safety center. Councilor Verga also pointed out about the issue of the District Court at the Police Station.
He suggested if the city built a new public safety center at the Fuller site, and moves out of that building, is the city
prevented from renting out the space left by the Police Department because of the security issues for the court, and
also if the police leave, would the District Court stay. Councilor McGeary said those are questions that need to be
answered or at least considered, as to what is the knock on effect.

B. Memorandum from Mayor in response to inquiry by P&D Committee re: documentation
requested from 10/08/14 P&D Committee Meeting (Items #2-#5)

Mr. DiStefano reviewed the Mayor’s Memo dated 10/14/14 noting that the request for the Gloucester Public
Schools Master Plan Study Final Report has been submitted to the Committee. Councilor Verga mentioned that the
consultant, Dore & Whittier who did the study made a presentation to the School Committee last Thursday in a
Special School Committee Meeting. He suggested a joint meeting of the Council and School Committee and Mr.
DiStefano said it would be arranged. Councilor McGeary said he concurred. Councilor Lundberg said such a
meeting would be helpful, noting he read the report and the assumption about swing space and future space needs
and although he said he made his conclusion that the swing space is solved and would want to hear from the School
Committee about sequencing and other necessary details as there is more that needs to be understood.

Councilor McGeary said Dore & Whittier (who did the West Parish studies) presented three options for the
elementary schools: repair the schools they have; the second was to consolidate from five elementary schools to
four; or to consolidate five elementary schools to three. This is conceptual with no numbers attached, but there were
some projections of enroliment, scenarios were presented with no recommendations. The study essentially said
these are things you can do and if you are to combine schools under two of those scenarios options were presented.
Councilor Verga said that there would not be the same swing space issue at the Beeman School (as with West
Parish) because the site should be large enough to build a new school before the need to tean down the current one,
and the original school could then serve as a potential swing space while other elementary schools are renovated or
built.

Mr. DiStefano said as to the Capital Improvements Advisory Board (CIAB) and the Capital Improvement Plan,
in previous versions has been submitted to the Council, but the current plan is in process and is tied to the FY16
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budget. The CIAB is expected to meet in November on FY16 capital improvements recommendations with a
completed version of the Capital Improvement Plan due in March. He pointed out that plan is a fluid document,
always being worked on and calibrated to move with the budget each year. As projects are completed they fall off
the list, he said. Councilor Verga said he assumed the CIAB discussion would involve some of the knock on
effects. Mr. DiStefano said he understood the needs have been built in for capital matters, and explained the
process of those projects that are completed that fall off and those that come on once new projects are put forward
and slotted in. Councilor Verga confirmed with Mr. DiStefano that the CIAB are looking at future needs. Mr.
DiStefano said he didn’t know if the CIAB had a plan for empty buildings as a result of the public safety building
should it be built. Councilor McGeary said it is more than just capital investment, there are other dominos falling
over and are part of an overall plan. He said while the CIAB should be aware of them, they are more focused on
what the city can afford and when the city can afford it, what can be put off, etc. He pointed out that the last CIAB
report didn’t incorporate water and sewer into the plan so there is a need for a total big picture capital plan. Mr.
DiStefano said he would follow up with Councilor McGeary.

Request for additional independent evaluation on the Fuller Site: Mr. DiStefano referred to the Mayor’s
10/14/14 memo which said that, “The Administration would not entertain an additional independent evaluation of
the condition of the Fuller building and the surrounding grounds with an eye to reuse of the school for mixed use.
Any such exercise is speculative in nature.” The memo also stated it is preferred to issue an RFP “to allow private
investment to lead such analysis if desired and to move redevelopment project forward.” He cited several studies
done over the past few years by MassDevelopment, Dore & Whittier, and Tom Daniel, Community Development
Director who did a cost/space analysis using part of the building for some city offices.

Councilor Verga cited the fact that none of those studies talked about reuse of the building saying that Mass
Development talked about building a YMCA, and Dore & Whittier talked about use of the building as a school.
Mr. DiStefano pointed out that each of those reports had multiple analyses and in them there were different
scenarios. Councilor Verga pointed out that the MassDevelopment study did the analysis before the school was
deemed a “teardown” in 2011. The Dore & Whittier study was not to look at the existing space as something other
than a school or for non-school purposes, he pointed out, but for a swing school or a possible reuse as a school, he
said. Mr. Daniel’s analysis was based on tearing the building down and rebuilding it, he pointed out. Mr.
DiStefano reiterated that multiple scenarios were pointed out in each study in depth. Councilor Verga said he
would like a second opinion.

Councilor Lundberg made the following remarks: He agreed with the Administration on this matter and
didn’t think there was a need for another independent analysis. The Committee is not qualified to choose between
these different analyses. The Administration’s idea of getting and RFP issued so that people who are professionals
in this area to say what they would do with the Fuller site. Developers who come to the city in response to an RFP
will be more able than they to make a determination. The Council still gets to decide gets to decide in the end no
matter what responses are received. While the suggestion has been made to obtain an analysis from a well-known
member of the community, then what does the Committee do with that analysis and opinion and where do they go
from there. Councilor Verga responded that the Administration is working on the assumption that Fuller is a
teardown and discarded the idea of using this building as municipal space as it would cost too much because you
have to start from scratch and didn’t look at it from the view of using the space that is already there. Councilor
Lundberg reminded the Committee that the RFP can be crafted in such a way to potential respondents, and one item
could require is 50,000 to 75,000 square feet of office space for the city under certain terms and conditions and let
the proposers come forward with what they can do. He said a year ago a non-binding vote by city voters
overwhelming said they wanted a development of the site for a mix of uses and a year later they’re no closer and are
letting the voters down. He said he would like the Committee to figure out what is the right way to go in a mindful
way as soon as they can. Councilor Verga reminded the Committee that on the non-binding ballot question, one of
the mixed options was office space.

Current use of the building and Site Visit. Councilor LeBlanc asked if any city staff is using the Fuller School
was is it completely vacant. Mr. DiStefano said there is a small DPW machine shop left, and there are some things
left in the building. Councilor LeBlanc asked if anyone has toured the building for RFP purposes. Mr. DiStefano
said not to his knowledge. Councilor Verga asked for a confirmation that no one has had access to the building.
He said he found it interesting that he couldn’t go into the building noting that two school committee members with
a non-school committee member were let into the building by the facilities manager a year ago. Mr. DiStefano said
other Councilors are welcome to view the building but not the independent evaluator.

Suzanne Egan, General Counsel, said that the building is in such a state that there are no city employees using
the building; there is no electricity. It has been noted that the building is in such a condition that people shouldn’t be
going in and out of it which is in a memo from the Building Inspector (in city files). In terms of the city’s own
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liability which Ms. Egan said is her job to protect, the only way she would recommend that people go into the
building is if they sign a document releasing the city from all liability for any physical injury or anything that can
occur during the Fuller School site visit. Councilor Lundberg said when an RFP is issued, the respondents will
have to go through that building and so that has to be solved. Ms. Egan said that all the liability would have to have
all the liability released in an RFP and listed very specifically. She said that a site visit is scheduled and open to the
public which is the danger versus an RFP meeting visit is completely managed. Unmanaged site visits without
releases it is not recommended but the releases will not solve the issue completely, she said. Ms. Egan
recommended the public not go into the building. There was a brief discussion of whether Councilors were covered
under the city’s general liability. Former City Councilor Joseph Ciolino offered that Councilors are considered full-
time employees of the city and therefore are covered under the city’s general liability.

Ms. Egan recommended to the Committee that the public not go into the building. Councilor Lundberg said
with no electricity in the building and it not being properly secured, he said then this is a safety issue. Councilor
Verga said that since August of 2013 when the Council went through the building has deteriorated further then.

Mr. DiStefano offered that arrangements are made to let the Councilors in, but the issue was that an
independent evaluator would join the Councilors. Councilor Verga said there is a misinterpretation, in that the
independent evaluator is not a consulting firm. Councilor Lundberg asked who would conduct the tour, who
would determine where it is safe to go in the building. Mr. DiStefano said there would be a member of the DPW
accompanying the Councilors. Ms. Egan said with no electricity she expressed her concern that although she
understood the Council has requested a site visit which is understandable, but to open up the building, that the
Building Inspector has said is not safe, to the public is a mistake for the city in terms of its risk management and
liability. Councilor Verga rejoined that he was deeply disturbed that the building was in such a terrible state of
disrepair.

Councilor McGeary said typically the site visits are open to the public and that they are not typically in
buildings that are deemed unsafe, and perhaps it would be wise to limit the tour to Councilors. The Council can
insist to put the Administration on notice that any RFP issued will neither prohibit nor require that the Fuller School
be torn down. He said, like Councilor Lundberg, he would leave it to the developers as to how they want to deal
with the site. If the Council decides as part of the RFP that they want 15,000 square feet of municipal offices
included in the proposal, let that be up to the developer to do that. If understanding the Chair correctly, he said that
they don’t want an RFP to go out that says that you have to bring a bulldozer to the site. The RFP should be as fluid
as possible, he pointed out, adding that the key is the public safety building which affects the size of the lot and
should be the focus. The developer should make a recommendation whether to tear the building down or rehab the
building. Councilor Verga said the Committee’s site visit would be counterproductive and a waste of time.

Without objection, the site visit was cancelled, Councilor VVerga announced. Councilor LeBlanc expressed
his desire to still like to walk through the building before the Committee makes a decision. Councilor Verga
recommended Councilor LeBlanc do it independently and make his arrangements through the Administration.

Leasing of office space by the city. Mr. DiStefano reviewed the final the request of the Committee from the
Mayor’s 10/14/14 memo for a 30 year analysis on the leasing of space. He noted that the Administration finds this
difficult to answer and again referred to the memorandum response (on file). Councilor Verga clarified that the
Committee wants to know if the intention to continue to rent space for city offices indefinitely or is there going to be
a central location owned by the city where all these offices will be moved to. Councilor McGeary said this part of
what has to be proposed which is that Central Station is about the same amount of space for the rental space at Pond
Road for the City Hall annex. Mr. DiStefano said one of the pieces that will answer the questions is the final report
for the public safety building in terms of costs, etc. which would address some of the domino issues posed by
Councilor McGeary — that report is expected sometime in November. Councilor Lundberg acknowledged the
question of renting space is a good one. He referred to the off the cuff numbers the CFO gave to the Committee at
its last meeting and asked that the information be put in writing to the Committee. Councilor Lundberg noted that
one of the valuable assets is that the developer provides space at a discount to the city as a condition so that the city
can get out of the rentals and/or here are the terms to leverage the asset. If it is too hard for the developer, then the
RFP can be recrafted.

Thomas Gillett, Executive Director, EDIC, said that in February the EDIC issued a suggested plan for the
Fuller site and read an excerpt from the 17 page report (to be forwarded to the Committee), “... the area around the
Fuller Site (referred to in this report as the “Fuller Area”) as being the property with the greatest potential value
creation for Gloucester for the foreseeable future. Value in the form of added or enhanced services, job creation,
and tax revenue generation.” The document speaks to the assessment of the Fuller Site, the seeking out of expert
opinion solicited form local and regional developmental leaders, and if the Cape Ann YMCA moves to the Fuller
Site it must include what steps are going to be taken to mitigate the negative economic impact to the city’s
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downtown. It points out that in 2013 the YMCA had over 100,000 users scanned into their downtown building and
asked what steps will be taken to make up for that loss of downtown customers.

He said that instead of saying what they want in an RFP, he suggested an RFR to get suggestions for using the
acreage with direct access to Route 128. He said he would not constrain the task at hand and wait to see what comes
out of the woods with an incredibly valuable piece of property. The EDIC advocates great care for the development
of the site and need a full area plan before a narrowly focused RFP is issued and should not commit to a single path
now, he pointed out. There are a lot of vacant buildings downtown what won’t cost millions of dollars to renovate to
keep the city’s attention to the downtown, he said and urged that the city take its time to really evaluate what is right
for Gloucester. Councilor McGeary asked about how the EDIC came to 70 acres. Mr. Gillett said it did include
the playground and the Linsky property. Councilor Verga asked if the city ever considered the Linsky property
which is for sale, and the city has access to Brownfield’s funds to mitigate what is known to be an area of
contamination. Councilor McGeary said there is state money for transit station and that it could be a conduit. This
effort is stuck on square one with a time constraint—it should be within two or three months to get to a decision
about the RFP, he said. Councilor Verga pointed out by obtaining the Linsky property it would provide an
excellent cut through for the emergency vehicles from the Fuller site. Mr. Gillett said this doesn’t need to take
another year; there could be a quick look.

This matter is continued to November 12, 2014.

3. Letter from Lane’s Cove Historical Association, Inc. re: Lane’s Cove Public Landing and Lane’s Cove Fish
Shack
Suzanne Egan, General Counsel, explained that it would be appropriate that the LCHA sigh a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the city which her work with the LCHA to draft such an MOU to lay out what the city’s
role is, what their role is and will work to get that in order. This is more of an administrative matter, and is similar
with other non-profits.

The letter from the Lane’s Cove Historical Association was placed in the P&D Committee files.

4. Letter of request for revision of condition/restriction #1 from Angela Procaccini regarding Outdoor Parking
permit at 2 Long Beach Road

Councilor Verga noted there were some contradictions on the Permit which is why this matter was before the
Committee.

Attorney Kevin Kiley, representing Angela Procaccini, permitee, said that Condition 1 and 14 appear to
contradict each other and asked that they be made more clear.

Councilor Verga expressed agreement said that the Committee should do a Council Order to review the
ordinance in that although through the years the term for an open air permit has traditionally been three years rather
than five, the ordinance is mute and would look to clarify that by an ordinance review by the O&A Committee.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Lundberg, seconded by Councilor Leblanc, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend that the City Council Amend its vote of
February 14, 2012 in order to clarify condition #1 and condition #14 to now read as follows:

1. That this Permit shall be valid from April 30, 2012 to May 1, 2017 upon payment of appropriate fees to
the City Clerk on an annual basis as delineated in condition #14;

14. The Permit Fee is to be paid yearly to the City Clerk on April 30. The application is to be
reviewed by the City Council in five years unless it deems there is a cause to review the Permit sooner
due to any violations of conditions herein.

6. SCP2014-011: Main Street #260, Map 13, Lot 8, GZO Sec. 1.10.1(a)(3) and 3.2.2(a) for a decrease in the
minimum lot area and open space per dwelling unit

Attorney Robert Coakley, 64 Middle Street, representing Fernwood Holdings, LLC, owners of the property at
260 Main Street, Map 13, Lot 8, and Tom Taliadoros of Fernwood Holdings, LLC. Mr. Coakley reminded the
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Committee of the recent permitting of a flammables/combustibles license for a gas station on Maplewood Avenue
that Mr. Taliadoros’ father changed from an eye sore into a neighborhood asset.

The request for a Special Council Permit is pursuant to Sections 1.5.3, 1.8.3, 1.10.1(a)(3) and 3.2.2(a) of the
zoning ordinance which authorizes the City Council to allow for a decrease in lot area and open space per dwelling
unit.

He noted a 2005 amendment to the Zoning Ordinance which is a movement to integrate housing into the downtown
area of the city in its master plan. The master plan recognized that the east end of the downtown was a forgotten but
important part of Main Street. There has been improvements made, but no housing has gone in but with few
exceptions in recent years.

The applicant proposes to tear down the former Cape Ann Animal Shelter building which was referred to as an
eyesore, and construct a new building comprised of a retail unit on the first floor and two small duplex apartment
units on the upper floors with ground level parking at 260 Main Street. He showed photographs (on file) to the
Committee. The applicant has cleaned up the area to the left of the building and offered to clean up the Gloucester
Housing Authority parking lot and did so and created more parking space in the parking lot owned by the Gloucester
Housing Authority. The city leases the property for public parking. Mr. Coakley noted he spoke to Councilor Cox
about the building about complaints of flies swarming the building. His client boarded up the building and cleaned
up the site. It butts up to residential buildings in the back with a downward gradient. It is lower than Prospect
Square but considerably higher with water coming down the slope. The applicant will not use the basement area of
the building because of the water issues but go slab-on-grade to not deal with any possible infiltration of water into
the building.

Mr. Coakley reported that the applicant approached Mike Hale, DPW Director, and the Engineering
Department, as they were working on the CSO project and that paving is finished this year. He said that the DPW
Director showed the site plans developed for the applicant by Gateway Consultants (on file) regarding the tie-in for
all utilities and utilize storm drains on the building as well as the connection to the storm drain in the street. He
advised the Committee that the DPW has approved all utilities for the building.

He pointed out an aerial photograph (placed on file) of the property showing the building in the downtown area.

NOTE: The applicant proposes a lot area per dwelling of 1,569.5 square feet which requires a reduction of
930.5 square feet per unit from the required 2,500 square feet. Also being requested is a reduction of 412 square
feet of open space per dwelling unit which requires a reduction of 838 square feet per unit from the required 1.250
square feet.

Mr. Coakley explained that the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) received the same plan as the Council. A
member of that Board raised a concern that the building going across the full width of the lot. The amendment of
2005 allowed up to three residential uses within the Central Business (CB) district but didn’t address under the city’s
use schedule and so there are three different sections that apply -- Residential use; multi-family (retail business
apartment) is a separate section and a pure retail section. The CB district allows buildings to be edge to edge with
no side yard setbacks. But the multi-family has a significant step up to apply for dimensional relief. He noted that in
working on downtown projects there is a theme for urban development that it is ideal not to have a gap between
buildings in order to have a vibrant downtown area. With few exceptions that is seen on the west end of Main Street
but not as much in the east end. Parking on the retail area is adjacent in the GHA parking lot. It is more attractive to
have parking on the ground level and is why the applicant is not seeking relief for parking. Parking will be on the
ground level and apartments will be up above.

Mr. Coakley showed the Committee a three-dimensional model of the proposed building with an approved
curb cut approved by the DPW (not placed on file). He described the composite material to be used on the sides of
the building. It was recounted that there was a discussion with the ZBA that they would like to see the entire
structure be bricked which the applicant agreed to in keeping with the Halibut Point Restaurant and Gorton’s
building both across the street. He noted two representatives from Gorton’s had met him in the hall prior to the
meeting this even whom he spoke with. He said they took photographs of the model and concurred that the building
looked good to them. It was noted there are decks on the side and rear of the building.

Mr. Coakley also spoke about a resident of Prospect Square who expressed concern about sewerage backups
who thought the drain line should be capped and removed. He explained that drain line actually runs between the
applicant’s building and the Moose building. The applicant offered to remove the pipe which can’t be capped even
though there will be a separate drain because the pipe is currently used by the Moose. He pointed out that the ZBA
hearing, a member of the Moose Lodge indicated he was in favor of the project. He then described the Moose
facility next door has apartments on the top floors as does Nelson’s retail operation. The application is consistent
with the use that is in the neighborhood and the goals of the master plan and the intent of the Council which
approved this zoning amendment, Mr. Coakley said.
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He noted the application for a Special Council Permit meets the six standards under GZO Sec. 1.8.3.

The ZBA granted zoning relief to allow the applicant to apply to the City Council on August 28, 2014. The
ZBA decision is final with no appeal to it. He shared a copy with the gentleman who lived on the hill and informed
him on the intentions regarding the sewer pipe, he said.

Councilor Verga asked if this was at one time two lots. Mr. Taliadoros said that he thought it was. Mr.
Coakley added that it looked like there may have been an encroachment over the line of the Moose property but
assured that the applicant is on their side of the property line. It was a long time ago two lots with two uses, he
suggested. He asked about when the teardown would take place. Mr. Coakley further assured the Committee that
once the Council Special Council Permit is adopted and final, the building will be torn down, and that utility work
and building will begin in the spring.

Councilor McGeary asked about the end height of the building. Mr. Coakley said it is less than 30 feet by a
few inches and is not blocking views or overshadowing any buildings.

Councillor Verga expressed his belief this project will be an improvement to the neighborhood. Mr.
Taliadoros said that another reason they want to tear down the building is a safety factor because there are unsavory
activities in and around the back of the building.

The matter is continued to November 12, 2014. A site visit is to be conducted on Thursday, October 23,
2014 at 10:00 a.m.

7. CC2014-039 (Verga) Request P&D & O&A Standing Committees review the positions of Harbor
Planning Director and the Executive Director of the Fisheries Commission (Cont’d from  10/08/14)

Councilor Verga noted that the O&A Committee would take up the matter of the job description of the
Executive Director of the Fisheries Commission at their November 10 meeting.

This matter is continued to January 7, 2015.
A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 7:10 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees

DOCUMENTS/ITEMS RECEIVED AT MEETING:

From Attorney Robert Coakley re: SCP2014-011—260 Main Street:

Certificate of Vote September 6, 2005 amending GZO Sec. 2.3.1 Residential Uses, #4

Summary of Relief requested under Sections 1.10.1(a)(3) and 3.2.2(a)

Criteria under GZO Sec. 1.8.3 and 3.2.2(a)

GZO0 use table for dimensional requirements for all uses other than single and two-family

dwellings; 2.3.1 Residential Uses; 3.2.2 Dimensional Requirements for Multi-Family dwellings

e  Pages 44-50 of the Comprehensive Plan, The Community Development Plan for the City of
Gloucester, 2001

e Aerial Photograph of east end of Main Street where 260 Main Street is located



